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ta n Agency (EPA) designat
Materlal Dlsposal;Site (oD 'S) for ernand.,a

southeas~ of the St. Ma
east of Amelia Island. : rdi V]
32'N latitude and 81° 18'W 1ongitude. The site and it

coordinates are depicted in figures A-2 and A-2
the accompanying Detalled Progect Report.

samples the majority of the material is a soft gray clay or gray
clay mixed w1th sand. Thls materlal is not sultable for beach

dlsposal.

ron ot 3t esu] Sediment and elutriate .
samples were cellected from.the pro;ectiarea in Decemb'r&1989 and
; §~.The results'of the 8¢ ,,{ﬁ=” oZ: ,witn 5

COncentrations of ’chchemlcals‘lnithe 1989 sedi tgsamples
were below. those found in. previous biocassays that determined. the
material to be acceptable for ocean disposal. Also, elutrlate
sample results were within state standards except for mercury.
However, the later samples collected and evaluated:in 1991. showed
that mercury would not be present at detectablé levels or above
State water quality standards during dredging. Therefore tne
mezterial is determined to be acceptable for unrestricted oceun
disposal. The data and results are also discussed in section
5.08, 5.09, 5. 10 6.05, and 6.06 of the Env1ronmental Assessment,

and in appendix E to the Environmental Assessment.
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5. Need for Ocean Disposal.

a. Alternatives. Several alternatives to ocean disposal
have been investigated. Upland disposal, beach disposal,
nearshore disposal, and wetland creation were all considered:;
however, ocean disposal is the only practical alternative.

» b. 'Selectjon ratjonale. Upland disposal is not feasible
because sufficient amounts of land are unavailable and their use
would be prohibitively costly, if available. The dredge area is
bounded on the west by vast salt marshes or islands and on the
"east by the port facilities that need all :‘available land for
storage of containers and the City of Fernandina. Creating a
disposal site on developable (upland) property would result in
esthetic visual and odor degradation and loss of valuable
property within the City of Fernandina. Drying the material and
trucking it to a permanent site would create odor and esthetic
problems during the drying process, require handling the
material, and be more costly than ocean disposal. The material,
which contains silt and clay and is a gray color, is not suitable
for beach disposal. Use of the material for wetland creation is
not desirable, since creation would require filling tidal areas.
- Ocean disposal was selected since it is the most' cost effective
plan, does not require property near the river or rehandling of
-the material, and can be completed within acceptable
environmental standards. : :

6. Enximnmsnx_al_zm

a. Esthetics. A turbidity plume would be created upon
release of the material. The plume would be localized and

temporary.

. b. ; : ces. The ODMDS is located at least two
nautical miles from all known fish havens, artificial reefs, and
fishing areas. Recreation resources should not be affected.

c. Commercial marine resources. The main commercial

fishery that may be present in the general area is for shrimp.
White, brown, and pink shrimp are trawled in coastal waters 20-80
feet deep. Disposal of the material in the existing disposal
site would not likely have measurable impacts on the area's
commercial fishery. : : :

d. Navigation. The disposal activity would not adversely
affect navigation. The activity would not interfere with use of
designated ship channels. The nearest anchorage is approximately
3 nautical miles southwest of the ODMDS.

e. sources. There are no known mineral resources



within the study area.

f. Water guality. Based on 1988, 1989, and 1991 elutriate
samples and bioassays, water quality would not be significantly
reduced. The data has been coordinated w1th the State and water

quality certification issued.

g. Archeological and cultural resources. Disposal at the

site would not adversely affect any archeological or cultural
resources.

h. Endangered and threatened species. Listed species under

the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
that could occur in the project area and that might be affected
by the proposed action include;

Eubalaena glacialis, the endangered right whale;
Caretta caretta, the threatened loggerhead turtle;
Chelonia mydas, the endangered/threatened green turtle;

Lepidochelys kempi, the endangered Kemp's ridley turtle.

Green turtles in U.S. waters are listed as threatened, except for
the Florida breeding population, which is listed as endangered.

The following protected species are under the jurisdiction of the
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS).

Trichechus manatus, the endangered West Indian manatee;
Mycteria americ , the endangered wood stork;

Additional protected species that may occur along the
Florida/Georgia coast include;

Balaenoptera physalus, the finback whale:;
Megaptera noveaeangliae, the humpback whale;
Balaenoptera borealis, the sei whale;
Eretmochelys imbricata, the hawksbill turtle;
Dermochelys coriacea, the leatherback turtle;

Acipenser brevirostrum, the shortnose sturgeon.

Endangered Species Act, Section 7, coordination with FWS and NMF:
has been completed as noted in the Environmental Assessment. he
work as proposed should not adversely affect protected species.
Specific precautionary measures to protect manatees would be
required of all contractors performing work on the project.

7. Determination and Findings. The project files,

Ervironmental Assessment, and Ocean Disposal Evaluation Rego.
have been reviewed. The proposed ocean dlsposal will present:

a. No unacceptable adverse effects on human health and no



significant damage to the resources of the marine environment;
b. No unacceptable adverse effects on the marine ecosystem;

C. No unacceptable adverse persistent or permanent effects
due to the dumping of particular volumes or concentrations of
these materials; and '

d. No unacceptable adverse effects on the ocean for other
uses as a result of direct environmental input.

The aétivity‘is in the overall public interest and should be
implemented.
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